JOURNAL
Speech Association of Minnesota
Voiume VI
1979

THE SPEECH ASSOCIATION OF MINNESOTA JOURNAL

Published by
The Speech Association of Minnesota

1978-79

Editor
Richard J. Ilkka

University of Minnesota, Morris
Associate Editor

Stephen T. Olsen
St. Olaf College

Editorial Advisory Board
Jeff Phillips
Cooper High School
George Relates
College of St. Catherine
Paul Prill

University of Minnesota, Morris
Student Assistant
Patrice Zierke

University of Minnesota, Morris

EDITOR'S PAGE

The Speech Association of Minnesota Journai is an annual publication of
the Speech Association of Minnesota. Manuscripts dealing with a wide

variety of issues and ideas related to speech communication and
dramatic arts are encouraged. The editor, associate editor, and editorial
board members sincerely wish to help interested individuals publish in
the Journai thus, no submission will be refused publication without an
accompanying and detailed critique which will recommend to the
author(s) how successful revision might be accomplished, indeed, we
intend to encourage and help everyone who sends us a paper, and in turn,
we plan to publish as many articles as quality and finances allow as it is
our conviction that anyone willing to contribute to the production of a
journai in his/her profession deserves at least private support if not also
public recognition.

To facilitate contributions we are encouraging authors to write either
(1) an articie of 1000 to 4000 words, written in an informal style, and
ranging in content from the theoretical/speculative to the pedagogical/
pragmatic, or (2) a broadside, in effect, a brief essay of about 500 to 700
words, written in an informal style and discussing or outlining such
diverse matters as teaching tips, classroom exercises, observations
about our profession, the state organization, or any other developed

statements relevant to Speech/Theatre policies, programs, and practices
in secondary schools and colleges.

Persons interested in publishing in the Journai should submit to the
editor three copies of their articie or broadside for consideration by the
editorial staff. The author(s) should be identified on a separate title page
but not in any subsequent part of the paper. Copies of the paper less the
title page will then be sent to members of the editorial staff for review and
recommendation. Articles and broadsides may be sent to the editor at any
time, however, the deadline for inclusion in Volume Vii is January 31,
1980.

Permission from the author constitutes permission to reproduce any
article in Volume Vi of the Journai. Reproduction must be credited to the
author and to The Speech Association of Minnesota Journai by
bibliographical reference.

:■

I
fe

■

.'■V

fWiT'K'T ".' .

•i fti' l:.t"- 1 . ■
■

■

.

-

• 51 5 I * • .

■^1

! -Z } C i.1 \
.■
" :n 0}-C.V ; ' '

■

iT}

■ Ev-^'
. tji-j

i .">-?■ -,.

■' ■
t

■ ;t.<,

'

rr '•j€r"

■iji vfeisf

■• .Uc"'' .'■■

'"I ■ •- -Iv 'rj',-:'7^\ -: -Jt
, ,. -Ejj-ffef

.j;'

• ,- J* >-,

i 1-1

;i.%-U'' '?--"'S'-%;"
:•. -

'

'f

Piar^iM

-: 'JrTK"

MWiiiiii

THE SPEECH ASSOCIATION OF MINNESOTA JOURNAL

Volume VI

1979

CONTENTS

Editor's Page

I

Strategies Designed to Overcome the Control of Dominant
Members In Competetlve Discussion
Robert Stephen LIttlefield

1

Speaking For the Farmer-Labor Movement: Floyd B. Olson's
Situations and Strategies
Louis P. Smith

8

isocrates and Contemporary instruction in Public Discourse
Paul Pril l

14

Using Audio-Taped Systematic Desensitization for High School
Students
Carlene E. McDowell and Earl E. McDowell

18

More than a Name: Implications of eloquentia being used or
substituted for rhetorica in Roman rhetorical theory
Stephen T. Olsen

23

mm

^^-'■ -

-a-Vfr-t:•»'■ A»?i64|tolft?*ifWJi9Be€H*.iv§

■/■f-?!•'■ ,"'SVV, Jj ■

;v.;i.' r
■• . .J ■
• f

1.;^

■.

'l •

■

.c i

^ • . I i,

trs.'

-•

.(*#,,,
.-•■!. - •

- -^

•• \

••,

•?■ '

.>1

■ i L"

■ l"'^-.

■J- , ■*"''' -V
■, ''>1

-.sV
-XX'jXS'-'

.. .-V ;
-

.

,r,

■

'■-- "■■ ■ ■'
:-'-r

■

■ ■■. v;~/-

—•■v' '
V-

■ -

; ;:

J.

Ef -

■' .kir

*■

E: ' .-rX": .-- '
*i'iir'" it"i-dr I r-i f^'&'■7-?^t-fi'' i fffW i»-.-- 1

Jii

=

M

STRATEGIES DESIGNED TO OVERCOME THE CONTROL OF
DOMINANT MEMBERS IN COMPETITIVE DISCUSSION

Robert Stephen Littlefield

Over the years, when persuading high school and college students to
participate in interscholastic, competitive speech events, the "lure" for
discussion went something like this: "Ail you have to do is sit around and
talk. The more you talk, the better you'll do." This event seemed attractive to
some students who thought they could compete without working very hard;
and unfortunately, it became an area that could be conveniently neglected,
in terms of coaching time, by those who really didn't like the category. As a
result, a wide variety of styles emerged regarding both coaching and
competing.

While many educators in the field have written about the "ideal" group and
described several situations that might develop in competitive discussion,
there has been relatively little documented concerning methods by which the
students can effectively deal with difficult and uncomfortable situations
when they occur in actual competition. In addition, there seems to be little
conformity in terms of judging preferences, it becomes clear that a policy
relevant to the future of discussion should be established and immediately
implemented to provide both the student and the critic with a more concrete
idea of just what the event is supposed to be and how it can be successfully
maintained. Therefore, in this article, the goal of discussion will be
established, verbal and non-verbal intimidation techniques will be exposed,
and ways in which these dominant strategies can be overcome will be
examined.

Before proceeding, it is necessary to consider what the goal of a discussion
group should be. "Though members may disagree, even violently, on many
things, they agree at least temporarily on the main purpose for which the
group is organized."[1] in competitive discussion, that purpose should be a
concentration on the designated subject area. While ail recognize this as the
major goal or objective, most students have unique ways of participating and
realizing success. It is here that the emphasis of this article will find its

focus. There Is ^ problem related to the ways In which students attempt to
dominate, thereby achieving what they believe to be success, in a discussion
group. This leaves the remainder of the students, who may be thoroughly
prepared on the stated topic but intimidated by the dominator, to shy away

from confronting the person in power and withdraw from the flow of the
discussion within the round.

There are essentially two ways in which students can be intimidated by
dominant group members: verbally and nonverbally. Each will be examined
and developed to illustrate the control exhibited by the dominator using
these techniques.

Perhaps the most damaging and "discussion-stifling" strategy employed by
a dominator is direct verbal confrontations against other individuals within a

group. "Primary tension is the social unease and stiffness that accompanies
getting acquainted...A person who experiences a severe amount of primary
tension will often withdraw from the group." [2] Name-caiiing, "put-downs",
and a pronounced emphasis upon "status" tend to provide the dominator
with a slight edge needed during the opening moments of the first encounter
in a discussion group to intimidate the iess-aggressive member. The direct
result of verbal attacks will be a reduction on the part of the iess-aggressive
member in the actual interchange of ideas during the discussion round.[3]

Robert Stephen Littlefield is a graduate student in Speech at North Dakota
State University, Fargo.

In addition to veral attacks on other Individuals in the discussion group, the
domlnator also is determined to have a strong hand in the running of the
group. Not content to let the group arrive at a consensus concerning the
direction of the discussion round, "the domlnator tries to run the show,
asserting real or alleged authority, demanding attention, interrupting others,
making arbitrary decisions, and insisting upon having the last word."[4]
It is difficult to isolate attacks upon information presented in a discussion
round from personal attacks in the form of verbal abuse because "it is

inevitable that when people engage in discussion, they will respond not only
to each other's ideas, but also to each other as people."[5] There are,
however, several ways in which dominators can monopolize the time in a
discussion round by attacking evidence and information presented by other
members. To begin, the dominator generally uses an "impressive
vocabulary" to "psyche out" his opponents. [6] The more powerful the
dominator appears, the more defensive the remainder of the group becomes
about its information. Suddenly, instead of being concerned about the major
issues to be discussed; the more self-conscious participants become
concerned about how they appear to the others.[7] It is simply more logical
for a participant to remain silent if his information or his contributions are

going to be systematically attacked or ridiculed by the overly-critical
dominator.

While verbal dominance is more obvious, there are other ways in which the
aggressive member can maintain superiority. One of the best methods for
the dominant member to retain control is related to the "filling of pauses."

Initially, the pause or "silent period" in a discussion can be very important.
In many cases, these time periods can provide an opportunity for reflective
thought concerning the future direction of the topic at hand. It may also be a
time of evaluation. Silence does not mean that things are going poorly in a
round of discussion. On the contrary, silence may mean that the members
are making important decisions that reflect a great deal of thought.
in practice, most dominators have acquired the idea that if the discussion
lags, or a pause occurs, it will be to their advantage to "jump right in" and
have the attention focused on their contributions. While in some cases, the
contributions may be worthwhile; in other situations, information may be
presented simply for the sake of participation, not necessarily to further the
direction of the discussion. If the dominator persists in speaking at every
break in the discussion, he may find the other members becoming more
frustrated and less able to move effectively as a group toward consensus.
Compounding the verbal control exercised by the dominant member in a
group, nonverbal control is even more Intimidating. First of all, it is
important that all members of a discussion group have the proper attitude
about what is being presented while it is being Introduced. Often, instead of

paying attention, the dominant member may be plotting out his next strategy
and usually will interject ideas with little concern for previous arguments

presented.[8] This may tend to frustrate those who are attempting to move
the discussion in a particular direction.

Secondly, if the dominator appears somewhat apathetic about certain new
ideas, many other members might also regard the material as unimportant
and refrain from further comment. This is exactly what the dominator wants.
"Apathy is something which the aggressor, consciously or unconsciously,
counts on to aid his cause. For if he can drive everyone else Into a state of

non-involvement, he then has the entire field to himself."[9]
The command of such a large degree of power by one individual is related to
the status he has in the group. If, by attitude, the dominant member can
intimidate or strategically outmaneuver another strong member(s) within a
round of discussion, he will be considered to have a higher status. The more

confident a dominator feels about his material or point of view, the more
reliable the information will seem to the less-aggressive member.
Proxemic factors also have an impact upon the direction the discussion
takes within a round. The dominator will often place himself in a strategic
location within the group. If tables are used, the aggressive participant may
sit at the head of the table and spread his materials out. In circular
arrangements, the dominator may position his desk in such a way that he not
only can see everyone else in the group, but he is able to gauge the judge's
reactions as well.

The third aspect of nonverbal control that gives the dominator a real
psychological edge in a round of discussion is exhibited through the use of
object language. Many dominators believe that clothes are extremely
important. "Appearance and dress are a part of the total non-verbal stimuli
which influence interpersonal responses—and under some conditions they

are the primary determiners of such responses...it may have some bearing
on whether you are able to persuade or manipulate others."[10] If the
dominator is dressed in a three-piece suit and tie, he will unavoidably convey
his feeling of superiority to the other group members. The contestant Who
wears jeans and an open shirt or sweater might feel a little overwhelmed by
the attire of the dominator.

Kinesic factors, such as body posture, have a direct influence upon the way
other people perceive the dominator. In a study conducted by Albert
Mehrabian, photographs were taken of people sitting in various positions
and postures; and participants in the research were then asked to look at the
people and give their Impressions. "Both men and women in the
photographs were liked better if they leaned forward rather than back."[11]
The dominator can very skiiifuiiy show his displeasure about the focus of the

topic being discussed by simply sitting back and crossing his arms over his
chest in defiance. The dominator may also convey other nonverbal signs to
the group, as follows:
The most negative or cold nonverbal behavior chosen by a group of
investigators were frowning, looking at the ceiling, moving away,
giving a yawn, sneering, giving a cold stare, picking one's teeth,
shaking one's head negatively, looking away, and cleaning one's
fingernails.[12]
While there are as many verbal and nonverbal ways for a dominator to
overpower a group as there are aggressive discussion participants, it would
be impossible to isolate every action taken by group members during a
round. Fortunately, just as certain verbal and nonverbal problems can be
isolated, there are several solutions that may be implemented by students
wishing to overcome the control of dominant members In competitive
discussion.

initiaiiy, when considering verbal strategies, the need for honesty is of
paramount importance. If a student is not totally trusted by the other
members of the group, he may find a degree of dishonesty exhibited by the
other members of the group as well. Revealing one's perspective on a
personal basis has been shown to be extremely important in making a
discussion successful and productive.[13]

In addition to revealing an accurate reflection of his beliefs on a particular
topic, the average discussant must also have enough confidence in his
knowledge and ability to stand behind ideas and information presented in a
discussion round.

When a dominator begins to verbally abuse another member, a prepared and
confident member should not be afraid to respond with the strategy of

"Counter-force", that is, the process of tactfully turning the abuse back on

the dominator. Responses such as "Perhaps we should return to the
subject" or "Maybe we should get back on the track" might surprise the
dominator who expects his colleagues to crumble under his verbal authority.
Also, turnabouts are fair play In situations where domlnators have placed an
undue amount of pressure on Ideas or Information being presented by other
group members. Asking the same of the domlnator's evidence as he expects
from the others, might stifle the dominator, or at least keep him more
spontaneous, during that round.

Another verbal strategy that could be used to stifle, or at least minimize a
domlnator's Influence, Is the positive reinforcement of other members and
their ideas. If a student Is aware of the needs of the other members of a

group, and Is willing to respond In a positive manner to these Ideas,
communication and participation will Improve because everyone will feel
more comfortable about sharing his Ideas. Once a close relationship exists
within a group, It will be Impossible for a dominator to exert any effective
pressure to stifle contributions or to control the flow of the discussion.

Because there Is a "tendency for talk to center on certain individuals,"[14] it
Is equally Important that all members employ as much vocal variety and
spontaneity as possible. This will tend to make the less-aggressive member
appear to be involved and Interested In the discussion, even If the dominator
has been monopolizing the time during the round. If a discussion member

has confidence In his information, an effective vocal presentation will help
the judge to realize the preparation and understanding the less-aggressive
person possesses.

If the dominator "drones on", the most effective way to minimize his verbal
control would be interject comments that change the direction or scope of
the topic. New information might also be presented to the group that
focuses the discussion upon a new point of view. If this happens, the
dominator will be less sure of where the discussion is going and the quieter
member will be more likely to counteract the control of the dominator.
Nonverbal strategies are equally Important In controlling the dominator
during a round. First and foremost must be the ability to listen. "One of the
most Important elements In successful communication Is the ability to
listen."[15] A careful listener will have an attitude showing desire to
understand and be part of every aspect of the discussion round. By having a
good attitude about the event, the other members in the group, and the
Information being presented; all participants can encourage the sharing of
Ideas and minimize the defensive feelings that might stifle a productive
discussion round. Once his true motives are Identified, the dominator can be
physically ignored by the rest of the group and his verbal behavior will have
been put in check.

Just as there are many signs that could Illustrate a bad attitude on the part of
the dominator, there are several Indicators that depict Involvement. Being
alert, looking at the person who Is speaking, facing the center of the group,
Ignoring distractions, responding to others, and taking notes all have the
end result of demonstrating to the judge that Involvement is taking place. If a
judge Is alert to more than who's talking, he will realize that there are others

In the round who are as much a part of the discussion as the speaker.
Leaning forward In the desk or chair Is also a sign of Involvement. It
demonstrates an eagerness and a helpfulness to share In the workings of the
round.

Hand placement can be part of the student's nonverbal attitude. The resting
of hands on the top of the desk or table establishes the Idea that the student
Is more confident. Allowing the hands to be lower than the surface of the
desk makes the speaker seem submissive or less-Involved In the discussion
taking place.

Physical placement within a group Is also a key factor In nonverbal
resistance to the domlnator. It Is to a student's advantage to keep the seating
arrangement as uniform as possible. Allowing some desks/chairs to be
closer together might encourage sub-grouping and stifle discussion.
Keeping everyone "separate but equal" will keep the discussion centrally
focused.

Invariably, a leader will emerge. Data from research suggests this fact to be
true.[16] This does not mean, however, that the group must passively focus
on any particular member. This focus only increases the judge's awareness
of the group's dependence upon the leader. Rather, by making a point to
physically turn In a chair to face the speaker, the judge and the other
members will become aware that a valid contribution to the group's effort Is
being presented by someone other than the leader. Looking at everyone In a
group, no matter when a student speaks, also helps Increase Involvement.
Speaking to all members enhances credibility and most assuredly will be
reflected In the judge's critique of the round.
Finally, as unrelated as personal grooming should be to what Is actually said
in a discussion round. It does have a nonverbal Impact upon both the judge
and the other contestants. It would be Inappropriate to contend that only
good-looking students should compete In discussion, however. It Is very
Important to realize the cleanliness and good grooming habits do much to
Improve an Individual's personal attractiveness. Financial considerations
may make It Impossible for everyone to purchase a three-piece suit or a fancy

dress; however, If a student has taken ttie time to look well-groomed, he will
have more confidence In himself and ultimately, will be less apprehensive
about preconceived Ideas that the judge or the other members may have
about his appearance.
While many of these solutions seem rather obvious, the fact that verbal and
nonverbal dominance continues would support the contention that even
these simple strategies are not being followed at the present time.

There are several Implications that these strategies might have upon the
future of discussion, as we perceive the event today. If some changes could
be made, there would be several positive results. The first would be that
discussion would operate more effectively for the students Involved. If we
accept Harold H. Kelley and J. W. Thibaut's "Experimental Studies of Group
Problem Solving and Process" written In 1954, that:

A collection of Individuals...becomes a group as the members
accept a common task, become Interdependent In Its performance,
and Interact with one another to promote Its accompllshment;[17]
then, we must realize that Improving the setting In which a discussion takes
place, changing the attitudes of the members within the group Itself, and
providing the judge with added Insight Into group dominance, the overall
goal of consensus can be more successfully achieved.
Secondly, by making the students more aware of how discussion can be
Improved, there will be a greater pressure to make sure that the critics will
evaluate more consistently. If students and coaches are encouraged to
amend their dominating and "verbal-partlclpatlon-orlented" thinking, then
competitive discussion will continue to be a worthwhile event where
contestants can Interact and learn how to solve problems through
cooperation.
If a change In discussion does not take place, however, several negative
things will result. Foremost among these negative aspects would be the
continued frustrations felt by those students who cannot deal with overlyaggressive participants In an effective manner. If the trend toward
domination continues, and the structure of discussion remains a

"debate-like" activity where one student emerges as "right" and therefore
"the winner", then students who might have a real need or desire to learn and
participate in this event will become discouraged and perhaps lose interest
in any forensic activity.

Judging inconsistencies are another negative aspect of remaining with the
current standards for discussion. Some judges may become more aware of
the dominator, and if these critics have students who feel the frustrations

which develop when their participation is stifled, they may begin to penalize
the overly-aggressive dominator. This will not be fair, however, if that
dominating contestant goes into his next round only to find someone who

ranks performance on the basis of number of times each person speaks. This
inconsistency will discourage even the dominating student. Once that
happens, he may also withdraw from the event. With no students finding
satisfaction with the event, the activity itself may die out and the skiiis that
are so vitai for effective decision-making in our world today—cooperation
and deliberation—will be overlooked by competitive high school students.
This article has focused upon the purpose of discussion, verbai and
nonverbal techniques used by dominant discussion members in competitive
settings, and strategies that may heip the iess-aggressive members to
overcome these dominant students. Conclusively, if discussion is going to
change, the impetus for that change will have to come from the "grassroots"
ievei of coaches and instructors. Ths discussion event has often been used

as a "catch-aii"; a place to put students who don't work hard but have the
capabilities to verbalize easily. It need not continue to be this way. if
discussion is restructured into an activity where friendship, cooperation,
and interaction can take place concerning subjects vitai to our communities,

states, and nation; then it may become an extremely popular event. Many
coaches have been critical of the event itself. While criticism of forensic
events can be constructive, some coaches should be more critical of

themselves for allowing some aspects of discussion to change and become
what they are today, if students and teachers begin to recognize some
positive strategies to improve discussion, they wiii no longer have to feel the
frustrations caused by dominant members in competitive discussion.
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SPEAKING FOR THE FARMER-LABOR MOVEMENT: FLOYD B
OLSON'S SITUATIONS AND STRATEGIES
L ouis P. Smith

When Governor Floyd Bjornsterne Olson died in 1936 of stomach cancer,
Minnesota lost one of its most popular and outspoken leaders. The outpour
of public sentiment over Olson's death was evidenced by the 13,000 people
who attended his funeral at the Minneapolis Auditorium, and the more than

40,000 people who stood outside the hall to listen by loudspeaker,[1]
Olson's outspoken, persuasive abilities as a speaker, combined with a
tremendous perception of political situations, led to a brief, yet successful

political career. This paper proposes some explanations as to how and why
Olson's campaign speeches were so influential in the Farmer-Labor
movement.

Born and raised in an immigrant neighborhood in north Minneapolis, Floyd
Olson was a product of the roughness of street life and a working-class
family. Prior to attending night classes at Northwestern College of Law in St.
Paul, he had spent on year at the University of Minnesota and another

working In the grainfieids of Alberta and loading docks in Seattle. In Seattle,
he joined the Industrial Workers of the World, a radical labor movement

based on Marxian and Darwinian thought. After graduating from law school

in 1915 he practiced law with a private firm until being appointed Hennepin
County Attorney in 1919. Olson achieved great popularity In that office, and
served for ten years.[2] In 1930, Olson was elected Minnesota's first

Farmer-Labor governor. Utilizing his persuasive speaking ability and taking
advantage of the economic crisis during the 1930s, Olson was able to

mobilize the voters of Minnesota by pitting the "old order" against a new
one, and by calling for reforms through "returning to good government." His
popular and persuasive appeal enabled him to stay in the governor's office
through 1936 when he planned to run for the United States Senate. As
governor, Olson brought specific and concrete reforms to Minnesota, such a
as farm relief, conservation, farm and utility cooperatives, and the

introduction of an income tax to replace heavy reliance on the property tax.
His declaration of martial law during the trucker's strike of 1934 brought the
national guard to protect the workers. His political career was also marked
by national attention, as he was frequently mentioned as a national third
party candidate for president, while maintaining strong ties to Franklin
Roosevelt.[3]

Olson's campaign rhetoric must be understood as a response to the severe
economic crisis of the 1930's, and an outgrowth of the Farmer-Labor

movement in Minnesota. The Depression—manifested on a national scale by

huge decreases in investments, wages, production, farm income, by a large
increase in unemployment, and unprecedented numbers of business and
bank failures—did not fail to reach Minnesota. Minnesota farmers

experienced severe loss of income, threatened mortgage foreclosures, high
interest rates, and slumps In production. Minnesota cities saw their share of

unemployment, reduced production, and decreased consumption.
There were varied political responses to these economic problems of the
Depression. There were those who were not completely satisfied with the

New Deal; a significant number of Americans identified themselves as being
to the left of Roosevelt, advocating more radical change in the economic
system itself. Much of this expression was voiced through independent
organizations which often, in the political sphere, meant third party
movements.

Louis P. Smith is a 1979 graduate of St. Oiaf College, Northfleld. The article
is based, in part, on his senior honors thesis.
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Though politically donimated by the Republican party since attaining
statehood, Minnesota had seen political activity outside of the two major
parties, and was familiar with progressive movements. The initial source of
radical expression was through agrarian populism.[4] Red River Valley
farmers, finding their region unfit for diversified agriculture, were locked into
grain farming—and therefore continually dependent on the millers and other
middle-men. This dependence and frustration translated into political rage.
The "enemy" appeared to be the entrenched wealth and power located In the
railroads, grain elevators, mills, and banks. The solution proposed by such
groups as the Non Partisan League[5] was increased public ownership of
railroads and grain elevators and looser monetary policies. Yet the radical
farmers found that in addition to organizational problems, their interests
were not broad enough to allow major success in the political arena. Urban

labor offered the possibility of a coalition between two narrow, dissenting
political interests. The merger of these two groups had both theoretical and
practical merit. Combining farm and labor interests verified an historical

principle of the American Left: juxtaposition of the producing class against
corporate interests. As John P. Diggins explains, the primary goal of the
American Left is to democratize the economic order.[6] In practical terms,
the Non Partisan League had suffered greatly because it lacked the policial
savvy and organizational skill to maintain broad appeal to the voters of
Minnesota. If the Farmer-Labor party was to be a viable political force in
Minnesota, it would need a leader who could confront complex demands.
The party needed a leader who could emulate the roots of the formation of

the Farmer-Labor party itself, possessing both a sense of ideological
commitment to the goals of the Left, and an appreciation for political
expediency. He would have to utilize extraordinary persuasion skills,

speaking for a party that had never held significant representation in the
legislature, confronting the challenge of a budding political movement. The
speaker for the Farmer-Labor movement was Floyd B. Olson.
The themes that dominated Olson's speeches were almost exclusively
focused on economic questions, particularly the question of distribution of
wealth. Examination of the campaign speeches from 1930 to 1936
(comprising four separate election campaigns) presents four variations of
Olson's approach to what he constantly referred to as "the issue"—whether
the present economic order should be changed to allow a more equitable
distribution of wealth.

The first type of approach is illustrated by Olson's speech to the Goodhue
County Farmer-Labor convention in March of 1930. In that speech, he
stressed the need for a return to the "true purpose" of government, to protect
the people, and prevent the concentration of wealth In "the hands of a

few."[7] He coupled this theme with a stress on the need to limit or destroy
the branch banks and chain stores, which to him were monopolistic. In this
approach, Olson was posing as a speaker for the "return to good
government." It allowed an attack on concentrated wealth yet referred to
basic American principles. This rhetorical strategy conveyed a sense of
protest against the old economic order without risking the vulnerability to
accusations of being "soft on Communism," which hurt his earlier run for
the governorship in 1924, Remnants of the "return to good government"
theme showed up continuously throughout later speeches as well, through
Olson's frequent references to the Declaration of Independence as grounds
for guaranteeing to each American the right to life, liberty, and pursuit of
happiness.

Once elected in 1930, Olson had the opportunity to confront economic
problems of Minnesotans as governor, and his campaign rhetoric of 1932
included extensive reference to specific affairs and programs of state
government. The strategic approach In his speeches was modified to
describe and defend the accomplishments of a Farmer-Labor governor:
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imposition of a mortgage moratorium, initiation of a conservation program,
veto of a metropoiitan sewage biii, veto of a reapportionment bill, and veto of
a trucking industry biii. Oison also used tils speecties during ttiis period to
present demands for new laws governing taxation, creating unemployment
Insurance, and taxing ctiain stores and brancti banks. A transformation tiad
occurred, ttien, between Oison speaking as candidate, and Olson speaking
as governor up for re-eiectlon. The transformation also Involved placing the
enemy, entrenched wealth, on the national scene, and Herbert Hoover's
conservative nature provided that opportunity:

The Repuiican Hierarchy (treats government) as the means for
securing and perpetuating certain special privileges of property...
Mr. Hoover's failure...has been not merely political...but also a
failure In common humanity.[8]

During the campaign of 1932, Olson's rhetoric also began to make specific
mention of a Farmer-Labor Ideology regarding the system of distribution:
"You can call it a Socialist state or anything else—it is not the name that is
important. ...we need a fundamental change."[9]

The rhetoric of change took on a strengthened approach during Olson's
re-election campaign of 1934. in that year his speeches approached the
economic question of distribution by proposing what he called the
"Cooperative Commonwealth." Olson's Cooperative Commonwealth
Incorporated his series of proposals for public ownership: publicly owned
utilities, mines, factories Idle from the depression, and natural resources.
His use of that specific term invites comparison to the originator of the idea
of a cooperative commonwealth, Laurence Gronlund. Gronlund wrote a book
by that name which was published in 1890. His book is a continuous

dialogue with Marx, discussing production for profit, versus production for
cooperative and collective utility.[10] Oison, on the other hand, never
mentioned Marx in proposing his Cooperative Commonwealth, but his
proposal for public ownership was accompanied by his self-pronouncement
as a "radical,"

Now i am frank to say that i am not a liberal, i enjoy working...with
liberals for their platforms, etc., but i am not a liberal, i am what I
want to be—i am a radical, i am a radical in the sense that i want a

definite change in the system.[11]

The message In the series of speeches on public ownership stressed
production for use, as opposed to production for wealth. Olson reiterated

and modified this theme throughout the campaign of 1934, partially to
reassure voters that his Cooperative Commonwealth was not "Super
Socialism."[12]

A final rhetorical approach to the economic question of distribution came
when Olson addressed national issues as candidate for U.S. Senate in 1936.

Speaking to the Farmer-Labor convention after a prolonged absence due to
illness, he attacked the Supreme Court for usurping legislative powers, and
ignoring the needs of the people in the midst of economic depression. He
demanded a new economic system based on welfare and need, utilizing
cooperative enterprise. His aim toward national leadership was illustrated by
his discussion of a national third party:

it is inevitable that this Farmer-Labor movement shall expand and
grow upon the national field...we might well Join with other groups
in the formation of a third party movement in the United
States.[13]
He cautioned that 1936 may not be the year for such a formation and that the
movement must not only think in terms of philosophy, but also political
strategy.[14]
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This final speech points to Olson as an emerging national leader of
economic producers; the rhetoric demonstrates commitment to a cause yet
sensitivity to political climate. The strong rhetoric of 1934 is now tempered
with acknowledgement of a growing national constituency.[15] it is
important to notice the continued emphasis of cooperative production and

distribution of wraith, but with less direct emphasis on public
ownership.[76)

Olson's experience with the idea of public ownership reveals the strength of
his abilities as a persuasive speaker, and his effectiveness in relying on a
strategy of economic change. Minnesota newspapers, which were by and
large conservative Republican journals, regularly expressed fears and doubts
about Olson's messages.[17] Reactions to his March 27,1934 address to the

Farmer-Labor convention provide an excellent example. The speech was his
strongest statement for public ownership. Coupled with his seif-prouncement as a "radical," the speech prompted the Farmer-Labor party's most
liberal public ownership platform.[18] Reactions on the editorial pages
showed alarm,

the Farmer-Labor party of Minnesota commits itself to the
complete overthrowing of the government of the United States.[19]

Referring to Olson's speech in particular, the Minneapolis Tribune said,

Governor Olson's radicalism as a political philosophy if it is to have
any definition at ail, is the negation of the individual and the
exaltation of the state.[20]

Other than the Farmer-Labor Leader, which praised Olson's speech and the
party platform, various newspapers reacted in a similar manner. To the
extent that this alarm spread across the state, Olson was faced with
achieving too strong a response from his oratory. The term "radical" served
to unite the Farmer-Labor party, but elicited doubts and fears in other

Minnesota voters. Olson met that problem by combining logical and ethical
appeals to "re-interpret" and defend the platform. He enlisted courtroom
logic by clarifying that the Farmer-Labor party sought public ownership of
factories only on the condition that they were otherwise idle,[21]
in thus interpreting the platform of the Farmer-Labor party i am
proceeding upon the well-known principle of legal pleading that
where specific allegation follows a general allegation, the language
of the specific allegation controls, in so interpreting i am also
consistent with the program suggested by me to the Farmer-Labor
convention.[22]

it is interesting to note, however, that he never withdrew from the label
"radical," but instead endeavored to explain what he meant by that term. He
was a radical in demanding fundamental change in the economic system,
but such a change was to take place in a peaceful and lawful manner. The
rhetoric was forceful, but not militant.[23] Placed under the contraint of
being a candidate for political office who needed votes, he would not
assume a fundamental clash of interests with the larger structure of
American society. Militancy, if evident at ail, was directed solely toward
"entrenched wealth, the predatory interests, greed, etc.," while it was
Olson's belief that the programs of the Farmer-Labor party were in the best
interests of the state and nation. His radicalism, then, was limited to strong
advocacy of systematic change in opposition to the interests of entrenched
wealth, but in line with the interests of a majority of Minnesota voters. His
rhetoric surrounding the question of radicalism and public ownership was
based on a dialectical interchange with responses of the opposition press

and opposing political candidates.
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The interrelationship between situation and strategy suggests Olson's
outstanding rhetorical ability to embody the Farmer-Labor movement. The

party had formed in the 1920's, but was beset for several years by a lack of
leadership. The party needed a speaker who was firmly grounded In the
essence of the Farmer-Labor movement—combining commitment to an

Ideology of change with political sensitivity. Olson was far and away the
party's greatest spokesman, though there were other leaders. Henrik

Shipstead. Hjaimar Petersen, Elmer Benson, among others, were ail
successful Farmer-Labor politicians,[24] But none had Olson's ability to
voice for the common farmer and worker what the 'cause' was ail about.

Olson provided the Farmer-Labor movement's means for attaining success,
by allowing an Ideology of economic change and political appeal to be
combined In one person's career. Olson achieved this embodiment of a
movement through his campaign rhetoric.

[IjGeorge H. Mayer, The Political Career of Floyd B. Olsort (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1951), opposite p. 153.

[2]Durlng this time, however, he did have two unsuccessful bids for higher
office—the Democratic nomination for Congress In 1920, and the governor's
race In 1924.

[SjThe editorial comment which prefaced Olson's article, "Why a New
National Party?" In Common Sense, January 1936, pp. 6-8, stated, "the
author has been widely mentioned as the most likely Presidential candidate
for the third party movement."

Olson's ties to Roosevelt began when they met at the annual governor's
conference at French Lick Springs, Indiana, on May 31, 1931. FDR later
visited Olson at St. Paul In April, 1932,(Mayer, p. 98, p. 152).
[4]Mlnnesotans were Involved In the Populist movement, per se. Ignatius
Donnelly of NInlnger wrote the Populist platform of 1892. I refer to
[9]June 19,1932. Leader, June 30,1932, p. 2.
[5]The Non Partisan League was an agrarian movement formed In North
Dakota In 1915.

[6]John P. DIgglns, The American Left in the Twentieth Century (New York:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovlch, Inc., 1973), p. 42.

[7]Farmer-Labor Leader, March 20,1930, p. 3. Because this Is the only report
of a speech available during the election of 1930, the description of this early
theme Is based on limited evidence. However, much of the biographic and
historical material describing Olson's first successful gubernatorial race
seems to document this.

[8]October2,1932. Farmer-Labor Leader, October 15,1932, p. 3.
[9]June19,1932. Leader, June 30,1932, p. 2.

[lOJLaurence Gronlund, The Cooperative Commonwealth (Cambridge: The
Harvard University Press, 1965), p. 90.
[lljMarch 27,1934. Leader, March 30,1934, p. 5.
[12]"Super Socialism" was a term coined by the Minneapolis Tribune, March
30,1934, p. 10.

[13]March 27,1936. Leader, April 4,1936, p. 3.
[14]lbld.

[15]Olson and the Farmer-Labor party of Minnesota had been the subject of
several national magazine articles. In Nation, Literary Digest, News Week,
Collier's and Fortune.

Olson had been a speaker at several national meetings In 1935 and 1936,
Including the American Commonwealth Political Federation. Donald R.

McCoy, Angry Voices (Lawrence: University of Kansas Press, 1958)
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pp. 98-101.

[16]As a matter of fact, tie omitted a paragrapti calling for public ownersliip
of defense plants In fiis Marcti 27, 1936 speecfi. (discovered in tape
recording).

[17]Mlnneapolis Tribune, M'mr\eapo\is Journal, Nortfifleld News.
l^8]Leader, Marcti 30,1934, p. 5.
l19]Tribune, Marcti 30,1934, p. 6.
[20]lbld.

[21]He referred to plank3of ttie platform being modified by plank 4. April 12,
1934, Leader, April 15,1934, p. 2. See also "Farmer-Labor Platform, Adopted
Marcti 28,1934," Leader, Marcti 30,1934, p. 5.

[22]Speecti of April 12,1934. Leader, April 15,1934, p. 2.
[23] See Herbert Simons, "A Ttieory of Persuasion for Social Movements,"
Quarterly Journal of Speech, 56(February 1970). p. 8.

[24]Stilpstead, elected to U.S. Senate as a Farmer-Laborite in 1922,
remained aloof from ttie mainstream of ttie movement, and eventually Ifet
ttie Farmer-Labor party.
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ISOCRATES AND CONTEMPORARY INSTRUCTION
IN PUBLIC DISCOURSE
Paul Prill

In his recent essay, "Eloquence In a Technological Society," Michael 8.
Halloran argues that our contemporary treatment of speaking/writing as a
competency-based set of skills has transformed rhetoric Into a

technology.[1] One current emphasis In speech pedagogy has moved away
from the humanistic foundations of rhetorical theory and moved toward a
rigid pragmatism which threatens to debase the rhetoricai enterprise. This
movement manifests itself In the bifurcation of ideas and ianguage.
Teachers outside Engiish and speech tend to focus primarily on questions of
the correct use of method and the accuracy of information, whiie iamenting
the student's inabiiity to write a ciear sentence or to defend a conclusion
oraily. So the students are shunted off to the ianguage technicians who are
expected to criticize their grammar, style, organization, and deiivery, but not
the vaiue of their ideas.[2] Such an attitude toward ideas and language Is
anathema to eloquent, persuasive, and powerful discourse in either the
humanities, the sciences or the social sciences. What follows Is an attempt
to suggest that by using the school of Isocrates as a model for contemporary
instruction In communication, we can adapt the classical standard of
eloquence to fit the needs of a technoiogized society.
Fundamentai to Isocrates' teaching of rhetoric is a concern for two important
principies: 1.) that rhetoric embraces moral as well as political or social
questions and 2.) that wisdom and eioquence (thought and ianguage) go
hand in hand. Isocrates argued that all men had a natural capacity for
persuasion, a naturai capacity which influenced every human activity. In the
Antldosis, a work defending his career as an educator, Isocrates praises the
power of rationai discourse for its role In the founding of cities, the
establishment of iaws, and the invention of the other arts. He further argues
that the quaiity of the discourse reveais, more than any other attribute of
men, the quaiity of the human soui. He conciudes by saying that "in aii our
actions as weii as in aii our thoughts speech is our guide..."[3] As this
encomium suggests, Isocrates viewed instruction in rhetoric not oniy in
terms of deveioping adequate skilis, but, more importantiy in terms of
attacking the issues of ethics and of thought and ianguage.
This rationaie for teaching transferred to classroom instruction. Isocrates
moved his students through a series of carefuiiy defined and well-regulated
phases. The first phase of Instruction consisted primarily of mastering the
principles of argumentation, the availabie styiistic devices, the patterns of
organization, and so forth, and it inciuded practice in elementary exercises.
Next the students immersed themseives in the reading imitation of model
speeches, based on the premise that the study of oratory would be greatly
improved if the students came to admire great orations from great orators.
The criteria for seiection of the sampie speeches was to choose "not those
[orators] who speak on subjects which no one eise has spoken before, but
those who know how to speak as no one eise could."[4] Finally, after three
years of rudimentary principles and imitative experiences, students prepared
severai original orations which were presented and defended before the
ciass.

The methods of analysis and criticism which Isocrates used In discussing
the speeches illuminated the two fundamental concerns of his program of
instruction. Each modei was subjected to an examination of its rhetoricai
Paul Prill is an Assistant Professor Speech Communication at the University
of Minnesota, Morris.
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properties, its form, its argument, its styie, in order to reinforce the rote

iearning of the first principles, in addition the class dissected each speech to
criticize the political, social, and moral questions which it raised. This same
process was repeated for the original orations with the result that throughout
the course of their instruction, isocrates' students considered the morality of
arguments and the implications of stylistic choice, ail with the aim of
developing both personal and public virtue and of understanding the
relationship between ideas and language.[5]
To suggest that we attempt to transplant isocrates' system of education into
our modern culture would ignore the different needs and contraints of the
contemporary situation. In the first place, isocrates assumed responsibility
for the totality of his students' instruction, whereas today several educators
participate in the teaching/iearning endeavor. More to the point, isocrates
was not faced with overcrowded classrooms, since he admitted only two

students into his school each year. Yet coordinated effort on the part of the
speech and English faculty members to restore eloquence as a standard of
speaking and writing, an effort based on isocratean principles (the use of
models and degrees of difficulty of assignments) and eventually embraced
by the faculty of other disciplines, could greatly improve public discourse.
Some suggestions as to how this might be accomplished follow in the
remainder of the paper. While these comments focus primarily on speech
classes, they also apply to writing and to speaking/writing in other
disciplines.
Model speeches can serve useful functions at ail levels of instruction to aid
in the formation of good speaking habits. How often have we heard some
speakers say, "My speech today is on..." or some equally trite introduction.
Or how often has we sat back and cringed as a student speaker stumbled
through a convoluted, poorly supported argument. We expect uninspired
beginnings and awkward argumentation from neophytes, but when these

barbarisms appear in speeches of students who, having completed high
school speech and English, college Composition, and an introductory
speech class, are addressing an upper-level persuasion class, we need to
re-examine the soundness of our methods, i have found that further abstract

discussions about the purposes of ah introduction or the layout of the
Touimin model only achieve limited improvements in performance, but that
the reading of models resulted in better speeches. Having learned how other
speakers have adjusted ideas to people and people to ideas, student

speakers seem to have a better perspective on the construction Of their own
efforts.

There are several ways in which we might make use of model speeches.[6]
The first way is that suggested above, a thorough critique of each speech
with specific attention to the content as well as the form of the argument, in
such an analysis, the instructor and the class would look at the assumptions
made in the speech to determine both the reasonableness of the claim and
the extent to which those assumptions and arguments conformed to the
values of the audience. Teacher and Students would also examine style not

as an adjunct to content but as inseparable from argument.[7] All this must
be done without losing sight of those principles of good speaking
(introductory devices, typing of supporting material, organizational
patterns.)
e
Once a student has understood the principles of public speaking, has seen
the importance of an ethical response, and begins to show evidence in
his/her speeches of an understanding of the relationship between form and
content, the instructor can move to a more challenging use of models. At
this level, students would attempt to refute or imitate the speeches of great

orators. A teacher might discuss some of the issues and events which gave
rise to a particular address and suggest some background reading material
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and then ask the student to offer a refutation of John Kennedy's speech on
the Cuban missile crisis or to argue with Richard Nixon in support of the
Cambodian invasion. In every case, the student will necessarily confront the
two elements which I have emphasized throughout this essay: that every
speech implies a set of values and that thought and language are
Inseparable.

The use of models alone, however. Is not enough to produce eloquent
speakers. What Is required In addition Is the development of and adherence
to a coordinated curriculum In the teaching of public discourse. It Is
frustrating for teachers of upper-dlvlslon courses to encounter students who

know little or nothing about outlining, lines of reasoning, organizational
patterns, or simple figures of speech. As isocrates did, we must formulate
some clearly defined goals for each level of Instruction and move from

relatively easy through more difficult concepts so as to assist our students
In the development of their natural capacity for persuasion.
This process of development requires at first the cooperation of teachers of
speech and English at both the high school and the college levels, but would
eventually encompass the entire faculty. At the lowest level of Instruction we
should focus on concepts such as the parts of speech, the patterns of

organization, outlining, and types of supporting material, while Introducing
lines of argument. Models would serve at this level primarily to Illustrate the

operation of the principles (although even here the teacher should pay
attention to the more philosophic concerns of rhetoric), and students could

put their knowledge to use by writing single arguments and presenting
one-point speeches. At the next level, lines of argument and figures of
speech would receive the greatest attention, with an accompanying
Introduction to the ethics of rhetoric and to the relationship between form
and content. Models again would Illustrate the concepts discussed, but here
the teacher would more completely discuss the kinds of choices made by the
speaker, the values Inherent In the arguments, and the suppositions and
Implications of style. Students might during this phase all give a speech In
the same topic area so that they could participate more freely In a
subsequent discussion and criticism of the speech. At the last level, the
teacher would stress the two focuses of ethics and form and content.

Students would refute and Imitate models, as suggested above, and produce
original orations.

The task of refurbishing our Instruction In public discourse Is Indeed a
formidable one, but one nevertheless which we should undertake. The most

difficult obstacles are those which are self-imposed. All around us parents
of students decry the lack of the development of adequate language skills.
Business, government, and education employers still place a high premium
on communication skills. If we are willing to do so, we can push beyond any
competency-based expectations and renew the commitment to eloquence as

Involving both value-grounded rhetoric and the inseparability of form and
content. The method of Instruction developed by Isocrates Is still a good
starting place. Perhaps what we need to do now Is to meet at conventions to

discuss ways that we can adapt this method to fit our contemporary needs.
l^]Centrat States Speech Journal, XXIX (Winter 1978), pp. 221-227. The
argument that rhetoric, devoid of any attempt to develop virtue In the
speaker, was merely a sham art, or, in modern terms, a technology, was first
developed by Plato In the Gorgias. Plato, Gorgias, trans. Walter Hamilton,
(Baltimore, Penguin Books, 1960), pp. 23-40.
[2]Jacques Barzun, The House of Intellect, (New York: Harper and Row,
1959), p. 140. See also Halloran,"Eloquence In a Technological Society."
[SJIsocrates, Antidosis, trans. George Norlln, (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1941), 254-257.
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[4]lsocrates, Panegyricus, trans. George Norlin, (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1961 -62), 10.

[5]R. Jotinson, "Isocrates' Ttieory of Teaching." American Journal of
Philology, 80(1959), 29-34.
[6]A partial list of model speeches includes Bower and Lucille Aiy, Speeches
in English (New York: Random House, 1968)*, James Andrews, A Choice of
Worlds (New York: Harper and Row, 1973), Carroll Arnold, The Speaker's
Resource Book (Chicago: Scott, Foresman, and Company, 1966), Karlyn
Cambell, Critique of Contemporary Rhetoric, (Belmont, Calif., Wadsworth,

1972), W. Robert Connor, Greek Orations(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press, 1966), L. Patrick Devlin, Contemporary Political Speaking (Belmont,
Calif.: Wadsworth, 1971), Will Linkugei, Contemporary American Speeches
(Belmont, Calif., Wadsworth, 1969), and Ernest Wrage, American Forum
(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1960), and Contemporary Forum
(Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1962)*. Books followed by * are
out of print.

[7]0ne example of criticism which demonstrates the relationship between
argument and style, in this case metaphor, is Edwin Black, "The Second
Persona," Quarterly Journal of Speech, LVi (April 1970), 109-119. Also

informative in explaining the argumentative force of language is the recent
work on fantasy theme analysis and on myth.
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USING AUDIO-TAPED SYSTEMATIC
DESENSITIZATION FOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS
Carlene E. McDowell and Earl E. McDowell

Speech anxiety (often called stage fright) Is experienced by most high
school students and Is an area of concern to the high school communication
teacher.[1] The teacher Is confronted with the question of how to assist
students to learn to control speech anxiety. Books and articles cite
symptoms and causes and provide suggestions to control speech anxiety.
Suggestions Include releasing muscular tension such as "develop habits of
relaxation and control bodily action" or "use physical activity when first
starting to speak to rid yourself of muscular tension."[2] Another source
Indicates, "There are some pre-speech physical actions that can help you to
reduce your tension and relax."[3] The real task, however, is for the
Instructor to find ways to help students apply the suggestions to
themselves. One of the techniques used by one of the authors on the high
school level was to encourage students to use tension-relaxation exercises
(such as yawning or pressing their hands together and then relaxing them)
before volunteering to present a speech. The Idea was that by relaxing the
muscles the student would control part of the nervous reaction to the
speaking situation. Basically, this same Idea Is used In systematic
desensltlzatlon for communication apprehension. Thus, when presented
with the opportunity to utilize the automated program of systematic
desensltlzatlon for speech anxiety at the high school level, the teacher
agreed to administer the PRCA and to try the program.
The Personal Report of Communication Apprehension (PRCA) Instrument
was developed by James McCroskey.(4](see Table I for updated Instrument)
Since McCroskey's original study, several other studies have utilized the
Instrument. These studies have been concerned

with the source as a

communicator, have emphasized the Importance of lowering anxiety In pubic
and Interpersonal speaking situations and have demonstrated the reliability
and validity of the PRCA.[5] Programs for systematic desensltlzatlon of
speech anxiety have had success at Michigan State University, Illinois State
University and the University of Oklahoma.[6] An automated program of
desensltlzatlon of speech anxiety was developed and used at Iowa State
University.[7]

The automated program of systematic desensltlzatlon consists of an
orientation and five taped sessions. Each tape takes participants through

muscle relaxation exercises and a hierarchy of visualizations of twelve
different situations which progress toward and through a public speaking
situation.

Each hierarchy Item was presented three times with periods of
visualization alternating with periods of silent relaxation. Each

visualization period lasted for 140 seconds followed by a silent
relaxation period of 60 seconds. Each visualization-relaxation cycle
thus lasted 200 seconds, 3 1/3 minutes, for a total of ten minutes

for the three cycles. The emphasis of each visualization period was
different, in the first, the Imagining the physical setting and the
sensory stimuli of the hierarchy Item was emphasized. In the
second, the review of the muscle groups for possible tension was
emphasized. In the third, the Individual's intrapersonal talk about
Carlene E. McDowell Is an oral communications Instructor at Burnsvllie

Senior High School.
Earl E. McDowell is an Assistant Professor of Speech at the University of
Minnesota, St. Paul.
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the situation, persons, and the expectations of success or faliure
was emphasized.[8]

The following procedure has been used at Burnsville Senior High School by
one of the authors since the fail of 1975. During the first week of class, the

PRCA is administered to students who elect to take the public speaking
course. During the third week of the course, students are given their scores
and listen to the orientation session of the program. Students who have
scores of 70 or above are encouraged to participate in the program.
Frequently, students with scores lower than 70 also will participate.
Students who indicate an interest in the program are scheduled to listen to
two (or. In some cases due to scheduling programs, to one) taped sessions
per week during their supervised study time or after school, in addition, each
student Is given a copy of the exercises to do twice daily outside of the
programmed activity. Tapes are set up In two small practice rooms at the
back of the classroom. Students can listen and participate in the program
with a minimum of distraction.

After completion of the five taped sessions, students are asked to do a
written evaluation of the program (see Table II). A sample of the students'
reactions are Included later in this article.

During the last week of the trimester, the PRCA is administered again. The
results of comparing the pretest to the post test PRCA reveai that most
students are less anxious after taking the course In public speaking. Those
students who have completed the program of systematic desensitization
experience more attitude change on the PRCA than those high anxious
students who did not participate in the program. That is, students who
participated in the program are somewhat more confident as a group in
presenting speeches and the degree of apprehension they initially felt was
diminished more than for the students who did not participate.
Students who participated in the program indicated on the evaluation form
that the fourth and fifth sessions of the tapes were the most beneficial. Most
students admitted that they did not do the exercises twice dally. Most
indicated that they did do the exercises once a day. Each trimester several
students start the program but do not complete it because of the time
involved. Students have suggested that the tapes be shorter as It is difficult
to concentrate for a full 40 minutes. As one student wrote, "Work through
the mental exercises at a faster rate otherwise my mind starts to drift."

An important aspect of the program is that It Is voluntary. The attitudes of
the students toward the tapes are positive. Students recommend that other
students use the program. One student event took the tapes home for his
mother to use.

The following are students' reactions about the value of the program:
It is very helpful in keeping your cool and staying relaxed.
it does help you to learn how to relax and it's kind of nice to be able
to go into a room after school, turn off the lights and get a good ten
minutes of relaxation.

it does help. I still get nervous but not Jittery and shakey. And in a
way it has even helped me to be more poised whenever i am
speaking.
it teaches you how to relax. Some people probably don't realize that
they're not relaxed.

You really have to stick to It. it gets long. But I would definitely
recommend it if it were modified a little.
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When asked if the tapes had any related effect, students wrote:
Yes, I took my license test the day of one of the sessions, and I was
more relaxed than the day I took my first test when i did not have
a session.

Before a game or a tight situation, I used the exercises and they
seemed to make me feel more calm and relaxed.

Yes, it has helped me in music. I'm working on a solo now and I try
some of the relaxation exercises when I'm warming up.

I can speak "off the cuff" more easily to our 4-H group and most
everywhere in general.

I can sleep easier at night; go to sleep a lot faster.
A little bit but not as much as i would have liked and expected.
Although it takes time and effort to administer and score the PRCA and to

schedule the students, we have found it to be worthwhile. The systematic
desensitization program appears to be a beneficial tool to help decrease the
conscientious students' apprehensions about speaking in public.
Table I

Directions: This instrument is composed of 25 statements concerning your
communication with other people. Please indicate the degree to which each
statement applies to you by marking whether you [1] Strongly Agree,
[2] Agree,[3] Are Undecided,[4] Disagree, or[5] Strongly Disagree with each
statement. There are no right or wrong answers. Work quickly, just record
your first impression.

1. While participating in a conversation with a new acquaintance I feel very
nervous.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

I have no fear of facing an audience.
i talk less because I'm shy.
i look forward to expressing my opinions at meetings.
I am afraid to express myself in a group.
I look forward to an opportunity to speak in public.
I find the prospect of speaking mildly pleasant.
When communicating, my posture feels strained and unnatural.

9. i am tense and nervous while participating in group discussion.
10. Although I talk fluently with friends, i am at a loss for words on the
platform.
11. i have no fear about expressing myself in a group.
12. My hands tremble when I try to handle objects on the platform.
13. I always avoid speaking in public if possible.
14. i feel that I am more fluent when talking to people than most other
people are.
15. I am fearful and tense all the while i am speaking before a group of
people.

16. My thoughts become confused and jumbled when I speak before an
audience.

17. I like to get involved in group discussions.
18. Although I am nervous just before getting up, I soon forget my fears and
enjoy the experience.
19. Conversing with people who hold positions of authority causes me to be
fearful and tense.

20. I dislike to use my body and voice expressively.
21. i feel relaxed and comfortable while speaking.
22. i feel self-conscious when i am called upon to answer a question or give
an opinion in class.
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23. I face the prospect of making a speech with complete confidence.
24. i'm afraid to speak up in a conversation.
25. I would enjoy presenting a speech on a local television show.

To compute the PRCA score, follow these 3 steps:
1. Add the scores for items 1, 3, 5,8, 9,10,12,13,15,16,19,20, 22, and 24.
2. Add the scores for Items 2, 4, 6, 7,11,14,17,18, 21, 23, and 25.
3. Complete the following formula

PRCA = 84 - (total from step 1) + (total from step 2)
Taken from James C. McCroskey, "Validity of the PRCA as an Index of Oral

Communication Apprehension," Communication Monographs, 45 (august
1978), p. 202.
TABLE II

Speech Anxiety Reduction Evaluation

Name

Please describe honestly your impression for the following. Compiete each
in at least a complete sentence for each Item (with the exception of #8).
BE HONEST!!!
1.
2.

3.
4.

5.
6.
7.

8.

felt that the explanation tape was:
felt that session one tape was:
felt that session two tape was:
feit that session three tape was:
felt that session four tape was:
felt that session five tape was:
felt that the two exercise periods a day were:
did the two exercise periods:
twiceaday
onceaday
usually everyday
several times a week
a few times
did not do
if so, how often?

seldom

9. Have you noticed related effects of the program in activities other than
preparing and presenting speeches?
10. Would you recommend the program for students similar to yourself?
Why or why not?
11. What changes would you make in the program?
Any other comments???

[IJTheodore Clevenger, "A Synthesis of Experimental Research in Stage
Fright" Quarterly Journal of Speech, 45 (April 1959), 134-145; John Daly,
"Communication Apprehension In the Classroom: A Review," Paper
presented to the Speech Communication Association Convention, Houston,
Texas, December 1975.

[2]Charles L. Balcer and Hugh F. Seabury, Teaching Speech in Today's
Secondary Schools, (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1965),
p. 139.

[3]Raymond S. Ross, Speech Communication Fundamentals and Practice,
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1974), p. 101.
[4]James C. McCroskey, "Measures of Communication Bound Anxiety,"
Speech Monographs, 37 (November 1970), 269-277; James C. McCroskey,
"Validity of the PRCA as an index of Oral Communication Apprehension,"
Communication Monographs, 45(August 1978), 192-203.
[5]James C. McCroskey, "The Implementation of a Large Scale Program of
Systematic Desensitization for Communication Apprehension," The Speech
Teacher, 39 (November 1972), 255-263; James W. Lohr and Marianne L.
McMannus,"The Development of an Audio-Taped Treatment for Systematic
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Desensitization of Speech Anxiety," Central States Speech Journal, 26 (Fall
1975), 215-220; Earl E. McDowell and Carlene E. McDowell, "An
Investigation of Source and Receiver Apprehension at the Junior High,
Senior High and College Levels," Central States Speech Journal, 29 (Spring
1978), 11-19.

[6]Ralph C. Davis and Blalne Gross, "Implementing a Systematic
Desensitization Laboratory," ERIC Report #050085 (December 1970), 1-6.
Blalne Gross,"The Implementation of Systematic Desensitization on a Basic
Course in College," Paper presented to the Central State Speech Association
Convention, Minneapolis, Minnesota, April 1973*.
[7]James W. Lohr and Marianne L. McMannus, "The Development of an
Automated Program of Systematic Desensitization for Speech Anxiety and A
Further Note on PRCA Vs PRPSA Pretests," Paper presented to the Central
States Speech Association Convention, Kansas City, Missouri, April, 1975.
James Lohr's tapes are currently published by National Textbook Company.
[8]/B/D., p. 6.

22

MORE THAN A NAME: IMPLICATIONS OF ELOQUENTIA
BEING USED OR SUBSTITUTED FOR RHETORICA IN
ROMAN RHETORICAL THEORY
Stephen T. Olsen

In the first chapter of The Art of Rhetoric in the Roman World, George
Kennedy explains that "Rhetoric In Latin is the Greek term rhetorice, or the
more Latinized rhetorics (Quint. 2. 14), though the more general eloquentia

Is sometimes used or a phrase like ars dicendi, 'art of speaking,'
substituted."[1] Kennedy treats the substitution rather casually, but It had
Important Implications for the subsequent development of rhetorical theory
and resulted In confusion about the proper scope of rhetoric which lasted for
centuries. This paper explores the major Implications of eloquentia being
used or substituted tor rhetorics In Roman rhetorical theory. The writings of
Cicero will be used as the primary source for this Investigation. The oratory
and rhetoric of the Roman republic are known to us chiefly through the
writings of Cicero, his practice of rhetoric dominated the oratory of his
time,[2] and his writings range from the systematic corpus of rhetorical rules
and percepts taught to schoolboys (De Inventions) to the more mature
reflections of De Oratore— so the emphasis on one man is not as limiting as
it initially may appear. We are concerned with two basic questions: (1) did
Cicero differentiate between rhetoric and eloquence or did he use the terms
Interchangeably? and (2) would Cicero's use of the terms encourage
subsequent rhetorical practitioners and/or critics to focus on particular
components of a rhetorical situation?
Dictionary definitions are not very helpful In distinguishing rhetorics and
eloquentia. Lewis and Short offer the following explanations of the Latin
terms: rhetorics, the art of oratory, rhetoric; eloquentia, endowed with the
faculty of speech.[3] If we add the basic word for speech in Latin, oratio, the
distinctions become even less clear. Unfortunately, the context In which
Cicero uses the terms only adds to the confusion. Consider the following
examples from his writings:
Rhetoric:

eloquence based on the rules of art (De /r?ver7//one,13-15);[4]
the material of the art of rhetoric (Is) those subjects with whicti
the art and the power of oratory are concerned (De
inventions,!5); the parts of rhetoric...are Invention, arrange
ment, expression. Memory, Delivery(De Inventione, 19).

Eloquence: an adornment to virtue and authority (De Inventione, 11); the
end of eloquence is to persuade by speech (De inventione, 15);
ianguage and thought (De Optimo Genere Oratorum, 357]; the
art of speaking well (De Oratore, 26); eloquence requires
learning not only the art of oratory, but every branch of useful
knowledge(De Oratore, 84); speaking with fullness and fluency
(De Oratore, 124); the faculty of thinking and speaking
(De Oratore, 207).
Cicero's use of the terms rhetoric and eloquence suggest that he did not
differentiate between the terms in any clear or consistent way. The different
ways In which eloquence is used are more diverse than the eloquencerhetoric distinction. The impression that clear-cut distinctions are tenuous
Is reinforced when a reader of the translations of Cicero In the Loeb series

looks at "rhetoric" in the Index and Is instructed to "see eloquence." The
substitution of terms Is most noticeable in Cicero's early work, De
Inventione. What the definitional uses of the terms quoted above fall to
Stephen T. Olsen Is an Assistant Professor of Speech at St. Olaf College,
Northfield.
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reveal Is the Infrequent occurrence of the term "rhetoric" in Cicero's later
works."Eloquence" Is the subject of discussion, not "rhetoric." It Is not the
art of rhetoric but of eloquence which requires knowledge and proper use of
words, the emotions, force and art of speaking, bodiiy action, and the
memory (De Oratore, 10). Admired speakers were those exhibiting "that
accomplished eioquence which could charm the ears of a Roman or Grecian
audience" {Brutus, 263-64). Eioquence was "the brightest ornament of
genius" {Brutus, 227). When "rhetoric" is mentioned it is in pejorative
context. Rhetoricians are those who lay down rules for the art of speaking
(and we are quickly reminded that they could rarely speak well themselves)
(De Oratore, 27, 29). The rules the rhetoricians laid down were "trite and
common precepts"(De Oratore, 40). Cicero admonishes us to "deride and
despise aii those who imagine that from the precepts of such as are now
caiied rhetoricians they have gained all the powers of oratory"(De Oratore,
207). "Those who put forth treatises on the art of rhetoric," stated Cicero,
"are indeed obnoxious to extreme ridicuie; for they write mereiy about the
severai kinds of suits, about exordia, and statements of facts; but the reai
power of eioquence is such, that it embraces the origin, the infiuences, the
changes of aii things in the world, all virtues, duties, and ail nature, so far as
It affects the manners, minds, and iives of mankind"(De Oratore, 213). if a
rhetoric-eioquence distinction can be drawn in Cicero's later works, it is that
rhetoric is narrowed to include only the rules for speaking while eloquence
encompasses not only those rules but also their effective application by an
orator (in Cicero's broad conception of the word) in order to persuade the
listeners (De Oratore, 40) and arouse admiration for the speaker(De Optimo
Genere Oratorum, 363-65).
To Piato, rhetoric was "the art of enchanting the soul" {Phaedrus, 137). To
Aristotle, it was "the faculty of discovering in the particular case what are the
available means of persuasion" {Rhetoric, 7). A young Cicero viewed it as
"eioquence based on the rules of art"(De inventione, 13-15). A mature Cicero
consigned rhetoric to "trite and common precepts" (De Oratore, 40). This
trend of reducing the scope of rhetoric continued through the second
sophistic and middle ages (with only a few exceptions) until it reached the
nadir of Ramus' leaving as the legitimate field of rhetoric mereiy the
departments of elocution and pronounciation. if another world replaced
"rhetoric" as the referent for human experience in which suasion occurs, this
decline of "rhetoric" would not be particularly significant. Unfortunately, if
eioquence was a grammatical substitute for rhetoric, it was not a semantic
substitute. The ideal eloquence advocated by Cicero had means and ends
which, if either misinterpreted or taken to extreme, could lead susequent
communicators to conceptualize discourse as a speaker-oriented art of
display. There are three major focuses In Cicero's writing which suggest that
the Romans were no longer thinking about how ideas are adapted and
communicated, but rather were concerned with making the "eloquent man."
First, there was heavy emphasis on the speaker, virtually none on the
audience. Aristotle distinguished three kinds of rhetoric "corresponding to
the three kinds of hearers to which speeches are addressed" {Rhetoric, 16).
Cicero made the distinction on the basis of the three classes of subjects with
which the orator was concerned (De inventione, 17). Cicero focused on what
the speaker does in each case, Aristotle focused on what the listener does.

Aristotle thought it was important to understand the object men aim at
(happiness, with its constituent parts) because men choose and avoid on
that basis {Rhetoric, 24). Cicero looked at the speaker: "in an orator, the
acuteness of the logicians, the wisdom of the philosophers, the language
almost of poetry, the memory of lawyers, the voice of tragedians, the gesture
almost of the best actors. Is required" (De Oratore, 37). Speaking well, for
Cicero, "is to speak with learning, and skill, and elegance"(De Oratore, 84);
Speaking well, for Aristotle, is to be persuasive to a listener {Rhetoric, 11).
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The Roman speaker-emphasis is evident when Cicero piaced orators in the
"first rank" not because they exceiied in adapting their ideas to their
audience, but rather because "Isocrates possessed sweetness, Lysias
declicacy, Hyperides pointedness..."(De Oratore, 199-200). The audience is

not compieteiy negiected in Cicero's writing, but even though he thought the
"supreme orator is the one whose speech instructs, deiights, and moves the
minds of his audience," Cicero's principle emphasis is upon the speaker,
e. g., "is there any doubt whether we desire our eloquence to be merely
tolerable, or to arouse admiration as well?" (De Optimo Genera
Oratorum,357, 363-65).

The second major focus which an eloquence-orientation invites is that of
emphasizing stylistic display. One needed to know something about the
subject matter so he could "speak aptly, ornately, and copiously" (De
Oratore, 18). if one spoke eloquently, he would "obtain glory and honour and
high esteem"(De Inventione, 13). The inducements for cultivating eloquence
were "public favor, wealth, and dignity" (De Oratore, 9). The ornamental
aspects of style were essential to eloquence because "nobody ever admired
an orator for merely speaking good Latin...nor has any one ever extolled a
speaker for merely speaking in such a manner that those who were present
understood what he said." Cicero's position on this matter is worth quoting
in full:

Whom do men regard with awe? What speaker do they behold with
astonishment? At whom do they utter exclamations? Him who
speaks distinctly, explicitly, copiously, and luminously, both as to
matter and worlds; who produces in his language a sort of rhythm
and harmony; who speaks, as i call it gracefully.(De Oratore, 206).
While it ought to be acknowledged that Cicero thought language and subject
matter are inseparable ("the language can have no place if you take away the
matter, nor the matter receive any illustration if you take away the language"
(De Oratore, 1977), he devoted more time to the orator's style than the
integrity of his ideas throughout the Brutus. The display-focus of eloquence
led Cicero to conclude: "But the greatest glory of eloquence is to exaggerate
a subject by embellishment"(De Oratore, 222).
Finally, when one begins to talk about communication in terms of
"eloquence," he is invited to think in aesthetic terms. The Brutus is an
excellent example of what happens when taste and beauty become the
primary criteria for speech criticism. De Oratore clearly indicates that Cicero
rated aesthetic considerations very highly:

...there is such delight attendant on the very power of eloquent

speaking, that nothing more pleasing can be received into the ears
or understanding of man. What music can be found more sweet
than the pronunciation of a well-ordered oration? What poem more
agreeable than the skillful structure of prose? What actor has ever
given greater pleasure in imitating, than an orator gives in

supporting truth?(De Oratore, 91-92)
The shift from the term rhetorica to eloquentia in rhetorical theory, therefore,
involved more than simply changing the labels used to describe communica
tion. it also involved altering the way one looked at communication—the
speaker, not the listener, became the primary concern; ornamentation

became the important stylistic characteristic, not clarity; and communica
tion increasingly was thought of in aesthetic terms instead of pragmatic
ones.

[1 jGeorge Kennedy, The Art of Rhetoric In the Roman World, 300 B.C. - A. D.
300(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1972), p. 7.
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[2J/S/D., 149.

[3]Charlton Lewis and Charles Short, A Latin Dictionary (oxford: Claredon
Press, 1879,1962), pp. 639,1593. 1 do not even pretend to be a Latin scholar,
but I did sample randomly the Loeb Classical Library editions of Cicero
translations. The translators consistently translated eloquentia as eloquence
and rhetorica as rhetoric. Cicero used both terms and I presume that If a
distinction Is to be drawn between them. It Is to be fond In Cicero's own
definitions and In the context of his use of the terms, not In a translator's
whim.

[4]l am referencing primary sources by title and page number Instead of the
more traditional title and chapter and/or paragraph. Since page numbers
vary with editions, the reader wishing to refer to the original text should not
that I used the following editions:

De Inventione, Loeb Classical Library, 1949;
De Optimo Genere Oratorum, Loeb Classical Library, 1949;
De Oratore, Watson edition published by Southern Illinois University Press,
1970;

Brutus, E. Jones edition edited by Watson and published by Southern
Illinois University Press, 1970;

Phaedrus, Benjamin Jowett translation in Great Books of the Western World,
Vol. VII.

Rhetoric, Aristotle translated by Lane Cooper & published by AppletonCentury-Crofts, Inc., 1960.
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